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REMARKS 

Without acquiescing lo the propriety of the rejections in the Office Action daled June 3, 
2003. claims 1. 2. 3. 6-9. 11-12 and 14 have been amended. Ent^y of these amendments, ' 
reconslderaHon of the application, and allowance of ail claims pending herein is respeclfully 
requested In view of the remarks below. Claims 1 -20 are now pending. 

6112 RBfectionfi; 

Claims 2-3. 6-9, 15-16 and 19-20 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distincUy claim the subject 
matter of the Invention. Specincally. claims 2-9 have boen rejected due to the including of the 
limitation "if which is alleged lo not have sufficient antecedent basis. These claims have been 
amended and are believed to overcome this objection. 

S 103 ReiBcMnnR ; 

Claims 1-13 and 15-20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over 
Lehner et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6.095.895) in view of Kincheloe (U.S. Patent No. 5.035.443). 
Specifically. Lehner ef al. is alleged to disclose all of the elements of claim 1 except a' 
longitudinal recess forming a sitdeway for holding projecting parts situated under a user's boot. 
Further, it is alleged thai it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify a boot- 
binding configuration in Kincheloe to be a binding arrangement longitudinally parallel to a ski on 
which it is mounted. 

Claim 1 of the present application recites an interface plate configured to be secured to 
the upper face of a ski and to receive a toe piece and a heel piece of a safety binding. The 
interface plate includes a longitudinal recess forming a slideway configured lo engage projecling 
part situated under the toe piece and under the heel piece to allow the toe piece and the heel 
piece to slide inside the slideway and to releasably attach the toe piece and the heel piece to 
the Slideway lo adjust the binding to the length of a boot. Further, profiles of zones of the 
slideway which respectfully hold the toe piece and the heel piece are substantially geometrically 
identical. 
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Lehner ei al. discloses a carrying apparatus for supporting a ski bindinq toe piece and 
heel piece on a ski. The apparatus has a length-adjustable coupling member arranged between 
a front support member and a n^ar support member. The apparatus is adjustable to 
accommodate different ski boot sizes. Specifically, a front portion and a rear portion are 
adjustable relative to each other and relative to a ski prior to mounting of the apparatus on such 
a sk.. Further, column 3 of Lehner etal. describes an object of the invention to be a canying 
apparatus whose length is adjustable after the front and rear support members of the carrying 
apparatus have been mounted to the ski. However, there Is no disclosure in this reference of 
toe and heel portions of a binding which are adjustable relative to an inlerface plate which is 
mounted to a ski. Instead. Lehner et aL discloses that an apparatus mounted to a ski is 
adjustable, but not that a binding mourned to such apparatus is adjustable relative to such 
apparatus. Thus. Lehner e/ al. does not disclose a toe piece and a heel piece of a binding 
Which are releasably attachable to an Inlerface plate to adjust a binding to a length of a boot as 
.s recited in claim 1. Instead, the apparatus disclosed in Lehner stai.. which is alleged to be'an 
.nterface plate in the Office Action, is adjustable relative to a ski but a binding which is received 
on such apparatus is not adjustable. Thus. Lehner et al. does not identically disclose all the 
elements of claim 1 . which are alleged in the Office Action, i.e. the elements of claim 1 
excluding the longitudinal recess forming a slidoway. Therefore, because the features alleged 
to be disclosed by the Office Action are not present in Lehner et al.. this reference can not be 
combined with Kincheloe to make claim 1 obvious. 

Kincheloe discloses a snowboard binding which is receivable in a socket connected to a 
snowboard and releasably attachable via a pawl 80. However, the binding Is not adjustable 
relative to such socket but instead is engageable at a fixed location where the pawl is received 
.n a notch 86. This is in contrast to the recitation in claim 1 of a toe piece and a heel piece 
sliding Inside a slideway to releasably attach the toe piece and heel piece to the slideway to 
adjust the binding to a length of the booL Further, there would be no reason to have a plale 
releasably attachable to a snowboard binding to allow an adjustment of the binding relative to a 
boot, because a snowboard boot binding includes straps for holding a boot therein but if does 
not receive a snowboard boot at a toe and heel thereof as a ski boot binding receives a ski boot 
instead, a snowboard boot binding attaches the boot to the binding via straps which fasten the 
boot to the binding by passing over an upper part of the boot between the heel and the toe and 
thus there would be no reason to perfomi an adjustment of a heel portion and a toe portion of a 
snowboard binding. Thus, Kincheloe does not disclose a biriding which is slideable in a 
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sl/deway to releasably attach a toe piece and a heel piece lo a slideway to adjust the binding to 
the length of a boot. Therefore, Ihe combination of this reference with Lehner et a/, could nol 
make claim 1 of the present application obvious. 

Further, the Office Action alleges that it would be obvious to realign the boot bindings 
disclosed in Kincheloe such that they were longitudinally parallel lo a ski. There is no 
suggestion or motivation disclosed for ihis modiflcalion and such modification would make the 
device in Kincheloe unsatisfactory for its intended purpose. Specifically, it would be difficult or 
impossible to control a snowboard if the snowboard bindings and boots were an-anged as 
suggested, i.e. one boot behind the other in a longitudinal fashion. The Office Action alleges 
that such modification is due to the disclosure in Kinchetoe that an angle of placement may be 
adjusted according to a user's preference. It would be underetood by one skilled in the art that it 
would not be advantageous for a snowboarder to arrange his boots as described in the Office 
Action and further a review of the figures reveals that the binding Is not configured to allow an 
adjustment of such magnitude. Claim 1 1s thus believed to be allowable and the dependent 
claims are believed to be allowable for the same reasons and for their own additional features 
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CONCLUSION 



In view of the above amendment and remarks, applicants respectfully request allowance 
or all claims pending herein. 

If a telephone conference would bo of assistance in advancing prosecution of the subject 
application, the Examiner is inviled to telephone the undersigned attorney al the telephone 
number provided. 



Respectfully submitted. 



Victor A. Cardona. Esq. 
Attorney for Applican((s) 
Registration No. 44,589 



Dated: August V^. 2003 



HESLIN ROTHENBERG FARLEY & MESITI P 0 

5 Columbia Circle ' 
Albany. New York 12203 
Telephone; (518)452-5600 
Facsimile: (518)452-5579 
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